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PER CURI AM

WIllie Janmes Jones appeals the 108-nonth sentence inposed by the
district court®! after he pleaded guilty to one count of distributing
cocai ne base, in violation of 21 U S.C. § 841(a)(1). He argues that his
base of fense | evel shoul d have been determ ned using, at nost, the weight
of cocai ne base involved in the five counts of the indictnent, rather than
i ncludi ng seven uni ndicted transactions as relevant conduct. W affirm

The district court did not clearly err in finding that the el even
ot her transactions were rel evant conduct under U.S. Sentencing CGuidelines
Manual 8§ 1B1.3(a) (1995). See United States v. Ballew, 40 F.3d 936, 943
(8th CGr. 1994) (standard of review), cert. denied, 115 S. C. 1813 (1995).
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t he base offense |l evel "shall be deternmined on the basis of . . . all acts
and omssions . . . that were part of the sane course of conduct or comon
schene or plan as the offense of conviction." U S. Sentencing Cuidelines
Manual 8§ 1B1.3(a)(2) (1995). Furthernore, "in a drug distribution case,
guantities and types of drugs not specified in the count of conviction are
to be included in determining the offense level if they were part of the
sane course of conduct or part of a commobn schene or plan as the count of
convi ction." US. Sentencing Quidelines Mnual § 1B1.3, comment.
(backg' d.) (1995).

Here, Jones sol d cocai ne base on twel ve occasions within a five-nonth
period in the sane geographic area. See U. S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual
8§ 1B1.3, conment (n.9) (1995) (factors showi ng sane course of conduct
include simlarity, repetitions, and tenporal proximty of acts). The |ess
than three-fold increase in sentencing range that resulted from consi dering
this relevant conduct does not raise due process concerns. See United
States v. Galloway, 976 F.2d 414, 426 (8th G r. 1992) (en banc).

Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of the district court.
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